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'(his matter comes before the Public Service Commission of South Carolina

('Commission" ) on the motion of Verizon South, Inc. ("Verizon"). On or about October

12, 200, '. Verizon moved to dismiss the complaint of FLATEL, Inc. ("FLATEL") on the

grounds that the complaint was not signed by a South Carolina attorney and otherwise did

not comply with the Commission's pleading requirements, and that FLATEL had failed

to coniply with the alternative dispute resolution process set forth in the parties'

interconnection agreement. On or about November 6, 2007, the Commission issued

Order N i. 2007-802, in which it appointed a Hearing Officer to rule upon non-dispositive

proccdui al matters in the case. On or about January 22, 2008, the Hearing Officer issued

a Hearing Officer Directive which held Verizon's Motion to Dismiss in abeyance for a

period ot' thirty days and instructed FLATEL to retain South Carolina counsel and file a

response to Verizon's Motion to Dismiss. FLATEL did not respond in any way to the

Hearing Officer Directive. No attorney has made an appearance in this matter on behalf

ot' Fl,A'j El, and FLATEL has not otherwise responded to Verizon's motion. Because
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I LATEI has not in any way opposed Verizon's Motion to Dismiss despite being given

ample time and opportunity to do so, Verizon's motion is granted.

i his Order shall remain in full force and effect until further order of the

C ommission.

IEY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION:

G. O'Neal Hamilton, Chairman

AT'I E'S'I':

C. Robert Moseley, Vice Chairm

(SEAL)

I)OCKI:TNO. 2007-326-C 0- RDLR NO. 2008-352
MAY 13, 2008

PAGE :'.

FLATEL has not in any way opposed Verizon's Motion to Dismiss despite being given

ample time and opportunity to do so, Verizon's motion is granted.

Fhis Order shall remain in full force and effizct until further order of the

Commission.
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G. O'Neal Hamilton, Chairman


